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ABSTRACT :

, a - Over 30 prafE551gnal évaluatars in five sta'te
departments of education and 5 large school districts were
interviewed periodically over a-10-month pér1aq in 1982 to find out

" how the Education Consolidation Tmprovement Act of 1981 (ECIA) was

- affect1ng program evaluation activities. Preliminary findings on the
impact of ECIA Chapter 1 (compensatory. education) indicated that the. .
ECIA legislation- had not significantly eliminated administrative 1Qaﬂ
or paperwork. It was, reported that there has been a relax,t;an in o
testing requirements under Chapter 1; moére interest .in suStained B TN
effects studies at both state and local -levels; and a change in the
forms of parental involvement. Chapter 1 budget cuts had & more
dramatic 1mpact than the new 1Eg1slat15n bringing about dramatic
reductions in the number of children ‘served: Preliminary findings on
“the 1mpaat of Chapter 2'(block grants) indicdated that the’ legislation
had increased flexibility and decentralizdtion at the lbcal level
while reallacatlﬁg some of the-previous categorical funds to smaller
districts. Most of Chapter 2 funds were being spent on materials and-
microcomputers, with evaluators primarily monitoring -the flow and
expendlture of funds. (CMG)
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Overview . v - SR
v L) o
The 'Efucatien Cﬂnsaliéatian ané Imgravement Act (EGIA) Qf  '.¢
_1981 was aegigned in part to Ehange the natu:e af eéucat;anal ;
evaluat;sn réquireé by the feéeral gave:nmént at étaté an& 1Qcal
levels. W;ll the new requirements lndeed ﬂansalidate ana img:ave .

©

@

-.* " avaluation actlvitles? Eesauge thla _new" 1egislaticn will

probably have tbe g:eatést 1mpact on the nature of evaluation” .

= pfacticé in eéucatlén since the passage of the Elemeﬁtary ané - S
Seeandary Educaglan Act of 1965, we - canducteﬂ’a ten-month study

*  of five &taté departments of Educatlan and five la:ge school -

districts to learn how Evaluatian unlts respanded to thisg

* legislation during 1982. R L.

One af the basic moves by the Reagan Aamiﬂistratian in its

efﬁazt to change the federal :Blé in Educatiﬂn was. to pzagase the

consolidation of magt categggical eéucatlgn programs . 1ntﬁ a few

*

large block grants. Gangfess; reacting to. pressure from those .
representing the disadvantaged, the ﬁanéicapped}*anﬂAatﬂéss,
- resisted- this move. . BRI _ : . .
In the end, the major legislation for the dis antagea L
(Title I of the Elementary and EEEéﬂﬂEf?NEéuEatlﬁn Act, EEEA),
the hand;capped (EL 94;142, Edgcatian for all Eandlﬂapped
Children Act), vagg;;gnal and adult e@ucatian (Th Vacaticnal

-

Education Act), and a few gthe: programs (erg., impact aid, ~

7\f"deg; financial asgistance), survivea as sepa:éte'éﬂtitieé.
But, .30=- 4Q previous Eagsgarical aid pfagrams were combined lnta
: - 1 P

aneﬂlarge block grant. Included were such Ercgrams és baslc
gg§k;1ls education, metric educaticn, ecnsumer Eaucat;an, gifted
and aLeﬁEed educa;;eg,;ané Erﬂg:ams psav1déggé§§nﬂs for l;b:ary
:ésaurces; gextb&aﬁs and in;tru;tianal equipmenﬁ,.guféincé and
gcuﬁseliné. desegregation, and teacher’tsaining andiinrgervigé; : . &
- The dissdvaﬁtaged student leglslatign, Title I. and\ the block ’
grant legislation ‘were: cambineé in_ Eubtfﬁlg D of Tiﬁle V of the Lt

Dmn;bus Budget Eecancillatian Act of 1981 (PL 97-35) as . ®

Chapte:s 1 and 2, regpe:tively Of the Educatién Eﬂnsalldat;an <
and Improvement Act agﬂ;?gl (ECI ).  The resultant effects of

.
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"\
&

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



PR Chapter 1. and Chapté: 2 leglsl ion on evaluat,

”;grapb;; examgles gf the mixed :esultg ach;eved by the'j

on pgact;ée affer
¥

=, : % 3
H . . . A el e -

o ,Admi’ﬁlstratian-‘ A AN v CU R T e
- | The reasan;ng behlﬁd Ehapte: i ané\chapte:‘i ;s“réflééte%'in*vﬂ
f the 1le gislatian 1tself (PL, 97-35, éﬁgust \13,, 1933) The MY e

L h Chag ~er 1 Peclaratiocn afsPaliEy states that 1t is the intent of
’ . NN _— N :

A

-

. the 1eglslatlan to: .

b
.
//u
»
*
“

ellmlnate burdensome, unnecessazy. and- unPrcductlve pape p
. work and free.the schoolf of unnecessary. Fg?e:ai :
supervision, d;rectlan, ana e@nt:al., _ - ' *?\;7.
(p.- 95 S'EAT 454) TR,
D,

L . i

\ In addit;an, it is 1ntended that the leglslatlgﬂpwlll do away witg\% .
verly P:égﬂflptive fegulatians and aéministratfve ';* \% -"f%
,:dens which are not necesasary for fiscal: accauntab;llty A
nd make no cantrlbutian to the 1nst:u§t1§nal program.

= C e -R QERSTAT. 464)

fhé purpgse af ‘the block gfant (Ehapte: 2) was essentially to

ﬂ‘

S

;f:ée state ‘and local ééucatlgn agensles to sgt their an

- pflﬂrltlés ané candudt prgg:ams as they sdw fit: Beyénd t@ls
\:

[

e 1ntgnt, the HEE 1Eglslati§n was: ] ; B

to dﬂ 80 in a manner des;gneﬂ to greatly rédu:e thé
_enormous administrative'and papervork bu:den imposed on
- schoola at the E}EPEHSE af their ability %:tg e&ucate :
children. u . -

=

L d (P. 95 STAT. 169)

Clearly, the intent of ECIA was to shift 'the responsibility
* for setting policy, manitcring -fiscal prgceduses. and ées;gning,
A ape;at;ng. anﬂ evaluating EﬂUGEtlQﬁg}FPEQQEamE out af S . -
Washﬁpgtgn. D C.. The full impact of this shift an sﬁate
edueatian agerncies (SEAs) and lgcal eauﬂatlan agencies, (LEAs) and
ult:mate;y on th;s nation's ghlléfen iz now only beginning to
maﬁifegt itself. To date, the ECIA 1eg;513tian does not appear

=2 have entirely had the desired effect. " . -
o . anald Reagan eritered the White, House tWa year§ ago with
" a ccmmltment to overhaul the federal :ale in American :
Eduﬂatlan. ' L _ |

& - -
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‘_Chaﬁ%e: 2 re uirements. ‘The full 1mpaét of the leg151;

8.

: Times, Havember L4;

B

ﬂramatlcallg the pgreeptians and’;mplemenﬁat;an af Cha

S

'natzyet been Eéit; ut thesg early retu:ns“ are imparta‘t, theyir

give us inslght lntﬂ thé initial :espanses to. the ECIA and hélp

-shape Eu:ther résearch an this legislatlan, j.m::luding 1anger term
impact Etudies- Mc::e specifit:ally, i;he study was 1ntenﬂed tc

illuminate. the effect of C;haptgrs 1 and 2 fm p:agram evaluat;gn

s ¥ , ,
operations and on evaluation t;a;ning and technical assisgan&e

\ - s+ : ,_g . i Ty g
needs. - : e . f’
R . v = - . . - __" - ) ) ] :

b . ) - <
£ . P
: ®
o e . ) A . : v . {s; ; i @
Five western states, namely E l fofnia, Montana, Oregon,
Htah é Wa shington, were chesen tt;t represent states in the
Northwe t part of “the country. p'I‘hey therefore provide a 11m1ted

sample of @erspectjzves on the ‘impact of jIA.
Wi;hin_these states,.people were inte:vieweéﬂwpa were (a). -
responsible for evaluation in general and/or (b) Eéggénsible for

Chapter 1 and Chaptér 2-evaluation in particular, at the state -

T

L

T u! . L - . —
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2 the 1argest s:haal distr;ct in each state. As a -
:e;ﬁanel changes at state anﬂ 1aca1 1evelg, we
jAé%e:fEﬁ

v r. In the-

o

‘ndents. ?E classified the;r pﬂs;tlans as: .
SEA evaluation directors
LE3 evaluation directors . .
EA Chapter 1 EvaluathE S . "
Chapter 1 evaluators '
¥ sources -

,‘;—.

nte iew ;nst;ument was éevelaped Aand

rev;sed on the basis of pilot trialg; The farm was maﬁif;ea as

“\necessa:y to reflect :hanging field canditians over - the
the gtuﬂy, But thelsame baslc guesti@ns we:e :etained th,,lf
tﬁe stuéy and they form the b351s of the’ resultg présent d here.
hespandents were 1nte:viewed EEElﬂdiGai§§ -bétween, Februax? 1932,
and November 1982, giving ten=mcnth per spective on cha:glng

a
responses to the new legislation. . v

T : o . [ L
. eliminary Result
» Preliminary Results

o ' ) . L

The fallgw1ng summa:iés give a Br;gg e 1EW of the
Efellm;nary study flndings ané -are baseé on thé study IEE 1ts
appearing in the complete’ :ggart (A Study in cahéragts, ffects

. of the Educat;gn Eansaliéat;an sné 17 prsvement Aet afylgai on_ SEA

iy

and LEA Evaliatian. Gray, Smith, C u;ley, 1582. A é@Py £ the

full report is &vailable-from the fi:st author. ). The ful

répﬂtt facuses on the gsometimes subtle’ dlfféfEﬂEES between state

and local péréeptlcns. P:éVlded in the éémplete repa{t are ‘
¢ examples of the ﬂlffering parceptiﬂns af same of the-méze égmplex

,é"ég ts lnvgst;gateﬂa unneaessafy and, burdensame papprwgrk.-
“supervigion, man;tariﬁg and evaluati é 1éxib;l;£y an& V _

&ecent:alizatlan. ‘administrative burden._ The :éader is the:eﬁa:e
s Enc;Zragea to read thls overview lﬂ 1lghc af its pufpase as a.

, ‘brief summary gf more detalled fxnﬂlngs, =ﬂ ’ “
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Eath state (SEA) agd laza; (LEQ) évaluatcr§ rep c:ﬁed~théﬁ o N

;-_ Summary ésiE 11 inary Ehapte: l ?;
, Title I pape:warh was not seen as burdenscme and unnece. é- £Y, 'ﬁafi’
- .was any majar chapée in this rege:d :épgrtea at the lodal l el ;;,
:élative to Chapté: l pape:wgrk._ In aééitian, averall, stategand
, lacél Chapter 1 directcss :épﬂ:teé little pe:321ved change in
'f administrat;ve or Evaluatian flexib;lity, aecentrallgatlan of : .
!respanslbility, or aﬂministfétiqe burden . regard;ng ruleé andg; N *
v regulatians.l*h ma;gr reasan for the,pezseivgd :Bntinuity in X .
~ administrative-pract ce is that the farmal Title I Evaluat;an ‘and
Reporting System (TI ERS) is: 521ng :etained in “all gtgtes 2
rIEPEESEﬁtéﬂ in this study. . The changes‘thatAhave éﬁéuffgd-_ s

. canﬁern érgpping the célle:t;an of Eertain types ﬂf éata
‘ (e.g., ethnic data, parent Eﬂunﬂil data, staff training data, ané

- leglslatian. ) .
. LE@ Chapter 1 airecta:s d;é hawever, report a pe:eeived
:elaxatian in the testlng and régg:t;ng Eeqq;:ements of Chagter
l. For éxamplef one distri:t is cantémplatiﬁg us;ng a cr;te:ign
feferengeé teating program. Previﬁusly, such prcgrams were not

éﬁgcuiageﬂ since it is difficult to gene;ate g;gdént pre=-and

- post-test data which can be relied uééq'gé gi?e as accurate a
- \ picture of §rawth as scores fréﬁxstandardiséé, norm-referenced .
tests. In another diatriet, it was sa;d that pe:gentile sca:es

wﬁuld be emPhasizeﬂ instead gf the Na:mal CQEVE Eguivalent (NCE)
scares favored by TIERS. Eath af these changes were perceived by

local éirectars as éffgrts to maké esting and %EEt results mare

meaningful to local audienﬂes.ﬁ N L .

" An inﬂreased&emphasia on sustained gffeegs stuaies wag

rep@:teﬂ at both the state ané lacal léVElS, consigtent w;th the

N emph?fis in the legislatlan on such stuﬂies. Sustained effects
*studies t:aﬂe the impact af«a program ave: tim The impact may

be def;ned in terms of Etudént achievement or some other- ‘program
_éharazterisflc of 1nterest.- Such studies can ?e very useful in
monitoring p:ag:am quality. planning pregram improvement, and

i . 5 . L

Q
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repo ftiﬁé'géagrém'iﬁééet. Eustalned eff ts tud;es/:epresent _

'!angther way of making evalgaticns rélevart tc 19&31 au&;eneeg’

szncé they facus ‘on quest;ans of intereéh to 1@331 ﬂeslslan
makers,;including adminlstpatcrsi teache;s, parents, and stuﬂents.é.,
Parent invclvement in Chaptez 1 p:agfams 13 takiﬂ;‘cn new:_ -
ffarms CEnSlstEnt with the change in Emphas;s in the leglslat;én;
* Fgr examgle, 1n one school d;strlct willlngness to wa;k“ was °
* bé;ng valuea over EEPEESEntat1VEnEEE ;q f@:ming the school:
parent cgunclls.. In anather é;striﬂt the new Chapter 2: adv;sary

‘council will include pérents fram the Chapte: 1 ﬂ@uncll resgltlng

. A clear message.regafdlng Chapter A came f:am our .

T

i :espﬂnﬂents. As. a egntiﬁuatian of ' a well institutibna 113&3
‘ program, Chapter lletlé ILevaluata:s w;ll ‘experience few
~{f immediate changes. EEWEVEE, same af thE test;ng and aém;n;st:a—
k,'tivé changeg ceulﬂ accumulate to produce an "impac¢t in the. future,
;f?’ypgssibly .resulting in-iess natiﬁﬁwlaé data ava;lable fgr éﬁﬂg:essf

:ta examiﬂé the avefall effects af)chapter 1.

’

Chapte: 1 buéget ;edugtlans have had a more dramat;c 1mpa§t
on thé lgcai level than the new leglslaticn, resultlng in cuts in

-instrustignal staff, and Eansequently, a reduct;ﬂn in the numbe;

egf 'students ‘served. In discusaing the impact of l@g;ng almost

one million dollars of Chapter 1 monies, a géhagl district
u

evaluato r noted, : B o
The real ¢hange has tome" about because of decreased .

funding, Whlch has severely arlppled our program. i was

‘at a sEhﬂal this ma:ning that had five aides and a’

téacher’ last year; this year it has one aide and a

halfit;me teaeher.i That's a big difference in numbers of

k; they can Berve, etc. They've reduced their math

. sef¥Vices tg'warklng‘with 10 kids as opposed to 40. That -4,
' : resultea ‘Because o budgétary cuts, - not Chaptér 1
regiilation.. ’

“This district budget reduction had lowered by 1000 the number of
*  ¢hildren se:véd_ As the respondent noted, "when you go to '

individual schools-you really see what that means."”
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' The most notable immediate;éhangev:egafaing'chaptezﬁlprtheh,
-is in regard to the level of service being foerea. The ‘
reduﬁticn in staff, in the number of students serveﬂ, and pe:hags
“in the quality of -that service; will have long range affects én

Chapter 1 impact and on the overall effegtivenesg af;campensatg:yv

N

education. o . L. : E

>te. While the ECIA leglslaticﬂ has
nat signiflcantly eliminated paperwork or administra-
tive load, these were not especially burdensome to

1| begin with. Some changes are ocgurring. in loosening
“festing requirements, increasing the interest in".
sustained effects, and altering parent involvement,
"changes which are likely to increase the local
utility of Chapter 1 evaluation activities.  The more
significant influence on Chapter 1 than the new :
legislation is the decrease in budgets which is
dramatically reducing the number of ehilérén that can
be served. .

H

Summary of Preliminary Chapt

Most gtateg reported that thei: Chapter 2 évaluaticns will
eaﬁsist of mgﬂitaring Chapter 2 exgend;tu:es for materials in
terms of simple cdost accounting’ procedures. At 1ea§t initialiy.
these states will evaluate expenditures for ‘programs in terms of
the number of students gerved and st;ff involved. This concern
with the numbers involved in programs is to a great extent a
reflection cg'therfacﬁ that, typically, 80 percent or' more of ’
Chapter 2 funds will go for instructional matérials and equipment
(mostly micracgmputer ha;dware). The existing catega:ical
programs are 1ikely ta take the rema;ning Chapter 2- funds.

« SEA :espandentg Héfé well aware of the leégislative mandate to
- egﬂéuct'Chaptéf i’evaiﬁatian‘éiuéieé{bégiﬂning!in.fisealféear
. =l984, and are communicating this to local- adm;nigt;ata:s.\ Some

LEA evaluation élrectars are eans;dering innavative :esearch and

evaluatian activitieg under Chapter 2 includingi -

= the stuéy of sgggql practices and leéfnipg using .
ethnographic approaches, N ’

ERIC
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a N = . .
. e = . A =

R '%i the study Sf tgaﬁhlng\behav1ars and Qutcﬂmes using
- : © °  causal modeling methods, . ;

- thé}aéagﬁatién of the evaliation components of .

T , previous categorical-programs,

n funds. under Chapter 2, in.comparison with tge funds they

[

received under thepreéiZus cateéﬂfiﬂai aid programs. As a
rict resganﬂénts repﬂrted tha néeé to

fresult, 1arge school dis
find ways to EEiEEt amang programs campetlng for reducéd fuﬂdE-»
Some small school districts have had madést increases in fgnﬁlng
as a result of Chapte: 2 allggatignsiptyplcally 1ncreases of $800
to $2500 per alstrict, and are seeking ways to_ jgin‘ﬂlth ﬁther
dlstrléts to ggt the most from tHeir. inc:eases- .

Almost all thé SEA and LEA Chapter 2 respandénts fépﬁftéd
increased flexibllity and decentralization at the 1Qcal level as
| a result of the Chapter, 2 legislati@ni They had mixed feel;ngs
Xab@ﬁt passible réductions in administrative,burden, hawever;r
There is algalcqﬁsiéé:able uncertainty about future evaluiation
activities at tﬁé;lacal level under Chapter 2. Dnge;9r§grammiﬁg
decisions have been made and the first fhuné of materials and
_ microcomputer equipment purchases completed, it is expected that
~¥_ . evaluators will move from monitoring expenditures to assessing

.

N\

the quality ‘and impact of Chapter 2 programs. ' -

- 13:31 1evel while :eall@aating some of th; prgv;agg
catega:;cal funds to smaller distrigts. Most of thé
Chapter 2 funds are being spent ‘on matekials and =
lecza;émputer equipment pgrchases, with evaluators
primarily menita:iﬁg the flow and expenditure of
funds. In:reaslﬁglg, however, LEA evaluators will
be doing more to evaluate the impact éf Ehe new

. ' programs at the lacal level. . —

e —_— — = —
B . - :. = . -
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'Conclusions, | - I

ghese‘éérlg returns indicate that the EGIA-l’gi*létiég hasv'
ﬂﬂt éubstanfiéily reéuﬁea the Pape:wa:k or administ :at;ve burden
under Chapte: 1, althaugh some Ehanges are taklng place ‘to’ '
increaae the 1acal utllity of evaluatlgn éifazts.; The largest
' ”changes in Chapter 1 have resulted f:am majgr budget cuts and

subsequent réductians kn the numbers of children- se:ved.

Most ‘Chapter 2  monies are beihg spent on materials and

‘miéracnmeteﬁs.:‘ThE\EEIA legislation has given more money té

smaller digtricts and‘has'increasedrlacal flexibili ;j'aﬁd
=§ant:al: E?algatgrs. who are now p:imarily manitaring the
jekp&nditufé'af funds, are expécted to conduct more studies of
pf@gfam éffectiv&ngss in the next few yea:g. x . i
While these results
ECIA 1mgact in five nort

are based on only a p:eliminary study af

weste:n sgates, they are suggestive of

the Early impact of the new Reagan legislation’'on 8EA and LEA

’evaluat;gn practice. We may 5peculat§ that in the near future

evaluators will be ﬁeai;ng with concerns such as the fall§w1né at

0

-

both the p:agzammatic and pelicy 1E?Elsﬁ ' r(f

- - © with reduced program anﬂ evaluation” budgets . - ;‘

- evaluators will be called upon.tg perform ﬁére

j eas:-related studies E .

L= évaluatars will have greater aiff@culty meet;ng the'
g demand for evaluation services '
. . . 7 %
= evaluatars will need tg attend more to hél?imi

-3 with the increasing use of m;erazgmputers:
y ; E

évaiuatéfs wiltl be called upon to assess the
instructional impact of micracamputers ) =

févaluatérs will’ need to 1earn more themselves about

the ope ration of microcomputers, pﬂssibly beg;nnlng
to use them as an evaluation tool-

O
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. R . . - ) o ) o T,
‘e with 1ﬁtrea$ed LEA flexibll;ty and cant:al }i—l ‘7'!::,
- 1uatgrs may have mare d;fflctulty ‘maintaining - e

va
i ence gf gtate ané federal acea%ntabillty ‘ .
c - evaluatgrs w;ll be Ealled upon ‘more to assess ; '
P Ehapter 1 susta;Ped effectg o )

= evaluatars w;ll be’ ﬂallEd ugan ma:e to help gﬂall
LEAs with’ Ehapte: 2 evaluatlan‘act1v1ties. ;

£, "
E w
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